Background {#Sec1}
==========

Due to the availability of rapidly growing numbers of new oral anticancer agents (OACA) directed towards specific tumour cell targets, in (haemato-)oncology medication adherence is becoming an increasingly important issue \[[@CR1]\]. Oral administration may improve quality of life by its convenience and ease of use. Provided that efficacy and toxicity are at least similar to the effects of IV treatment, most patients therefore prefer treatment with OACA \[[@CR2], [@CR3]\].

Non-adherence to medication is a complex and multidimensional healthcare problem. Adherence is defined as the extent to which a patient follows agreed recommendations for prescribed treatments \[[@CR4]\]. Patients may intentionally or unintentionally be non-adherent during different stages of their treatment \[[@CR5], [@CR6]\]. Adherence to long-term therapies in chronic diseases is estimated at 50--70% \[[@CR4], [@CR7]\]. Regarding adherence to OACA, rates between 16 and 100% have been reported \[[@CR8]\].

For the individual patient non-adherence may have serious consequences (e.g., lack of efficacy or increased toxicity) while society may face increased healthcare costs \[[@CR1]\]. The minimum level of adherence required to achieve a positive clinical outcome (the so called 'drug forgiveness'), varies by drug and is often not exactly known. Research on adherence to protein kinase inhibitor treatment in patients with chronic myeloid leukaemia (CML) revealed the existence of a strong relationship between the missing of only a small number of doses per month (5%) and a less favourable clinical outcome \[[@CR9]\].

Factors influencing adherence are numerous \[[@CR10], [@CR11]\]. The WHO framework elaborately describes the multidimensional phenomenon of medication adherence \[[@CR4]\]. It includes five interacting dimensions that influence adherence: social and economic factors, condition-related factors, therapy-related factors, patient-related factors, and healthcare provider (HCP) and system-related factors. Few studies have been published on HCP-related factors influencing medication adherence in (haemato-)oncology. In patients with breast cancer on chronic endocrine therapy, a poor physician's explanation of treatment effects was related to non-adherence \[[@CR12]\]. In addition, patients with CML on long-term imatinib treatment reported that positive feedback from physicians reinforced the belief that 'occasional' non-adherence would not affect efficacy \[[@CR13]\]. More generally, it appeared that HCPs' beliefs about OACA affected their behaviour and care attitude which in turn influenced the adherence behaviour of patients \[[@CR13]\].

HCPs' beliefs about OACA and their use, HCPs' perceptions of OACA adherence management and in the case of physicians their perceptions of shared decision making, were explored in the first part of this study which was published separately \[[@CR14]\]. Most HCPs considered themselves to have adequate knowledge of the causes and consequences of non-adherence and felt able to influence the medication adherence of their patients. However, several HCPs, nurses and pharmacists in particular, appeared to have no information on the actual adherence of their patients, nor did they thought that their patients were willing to discuss adherence with them. Unfortunately, it remained unclear to what extent these findings were related to the care that was provided.

In supporting patients to adhere to their medication HCPs must create several preconditions for adherent behaviour \[[@CR15], [@CR16]\]. In this respect, patients need to be aware of the existence and consequences of non-adherence and need to be convinced that they have the capacity to manage their treatment themselves (self-efficacy). In addition, they must have been given clear instructions on how to use the prescribed medication and must be able to correctly use the medication. Knowledge of their disease and treatment is therefore also needed as well as social support, adverse event management instructions and removal of all possible barriers to the optimal use of OACA.

The aim of this study was to explore current clinical practices of supporting adherence to treatment with OACA in Belgium and the Netherlands and to find clues for improvement of care. Furthermore, the relationship between HCPs' beliefs and the supportive care HCPs provide have been explored.

Methods {#Sec2}
=======

Study design {#Sec3}
------------

Using a cross-sectional observational design, the present study was conducted in the period April - October 2014 in the Netherlands and Belgium. HCPs with the profession of medical oncologist, haematologist, nurse practitioner (NP), nurse or pharmacist, and providing patient care in a (haemato-)oncology setting in the Netherlands or Dutch-speaking part of Belgium, were asked to fill out a questionnaire.

Data collection procedure {#Sec4}
-------------------------

HCPs were invited by their professional associations to fill out an electronic questionnaire available in the form of a secure internet-link. The professional associations that spread the link to their members were the NVMO, HOVON, NVALT, V&VN, NVPF in the Netherlands and the VZA, VVRO, BSMO, BHS in Belgium. The link was made available either by e-mail and/or publication in an electronic newsletter. A reminder was sent to stimulate response. Additional recruitment took place by distributing the internet-link within the authors' network, and by handing out a paper version of the questionnaire at a scientific meeting on adherence to OACA treatment, held on the 13^th^ of October 2014 in Brussels. The participants completed the questionnaire anonymously.

Questionnaire {#Sec5}
-------------

A composite questionnaire was used, starting with personal characteristics of the respondents i.e., profession, gender, number of years employed, hospital and specialization. The questionnaire consisted of four parts: 1) Perceptions of adherence management, 2) Shared decision making (SDM), 3) Beliefs about OACA, and 4) Care usually provided (usual care (UC)) in supporting adherence to treatment with OACA. As respondents were not able to give multiple answers for different patient groups, they were asked to complete the questionnaire in relationship to their main patient group (the patient group they treat most frequently). The questionnaire was pilot-tested by nine HCPs (i.e., a medical oncologist, a haematologist, three nurse practitioners, three pharmacists, and a general practitioner) in Belgium and the Netherlands. In individual interviews it was explored whether the items were understood as intended. The pilot-HCPs were also asked about items of care activities to support medication adherence and to add items if anything was missing. After processing the comments, the final version of the questionnaire was defined.Perceptions of medication adherence managementTo assess HCPs' perceptions of medication adherence management, five questions were formulated: (1) *Insight into adherence:* I know the level of adherence of all my patients; (2) *Patients' communication:* I think that patients discuss non-adherence with me, (3) *Capability to influence:* I am able to influence adherence behaviour of my patients, (4) *Knowledge of consequences:* I have sufficient knowledge of the consequences of non-adherence, and (5) *Insight into causes:* I have sufficient knowledge of the causes of non-adherence to discuss this with patients. Answers were given on a 5-point Likert scale (where 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = uncertain, 4 = agree and 5 = strongly agree). The answers 'agree' and 'strongly agree' were dichotomized into 'yes' \[[@CR1]\] and the remaining answers into 'no or uncertain' (0). A sum score of the Perceptions of Adherence Management Questions (PAMQs sum score), ranging from zero to five, was calculated by summing the five dichotomized items.Shared decision makingThe validated Shared Decision Making Questionnaire -- physician version (SDM-Q-Doc), in the authorized Dutch translation, was used \[[@CR17]\]. The SDM-Q-Doc consists of nine items that are rated on a 6-point Likert scale ('completely disagree' to 'completely agree', scored with 0 to 5). A sum score was made (range 0 to 45), and linear transformed into a scale from zero to 100 \[[@CR15]\]. A higher score indicates a higher level of acceptance towards shared-decision making.Beliefs about OACA and their useThe validated Beliefs about Medicines Questionnaire (BMQ-Specific) \[[@CR18], [@CR19]\] was incorporated to assess the beliefs about the necessity of the medication to control the disease and the concerns about the potential negative impact of the medication. The BMQ-Specific consists of five items for the subscales 'Necessity', and 'Concerns'. Both are scored on a 5-point Likert scale ('strongly disagree' to 'strongly agree', scored from 1 to 5) resulting in a score for the subscales ranging from 5 to 25. BMQ-Specific was adapted for use in HCPs by Lesuis et al. (Sint Maartenskliniek, Nijmegen, the Netherlands) and was translated into Dutch according to the inverse translation method \[[@CR20]\] by CB and LT. The Dutch HCP version was authorised by the original first author R. Horne \[[@CR18]\]. HCPs were categorized into four attitudinal groups: accepting (high necessity, low concerns), ambivalent (high necessity, high concerns), indifferent (low necessity, low concerns) and sceptical (low necessity, high concerns) with the scale midpoint of 15 or above used as a cut-off to define low and high beliefs \[[@CR21]\].Care usually provided in supporting adherence to treatment with OACATo assess the care provided in supporting adherence to treatment with OACA, a list of care activities was prepared. Point of departure of the list was the Quality of Standard Care questionnaire as used by the Bruin et al. \[[@CR15], [@CR16]\] to assess usual care in supporting patients to adhere to anti-retroviral therapy. The list was adapted to cancer care by the research team consisting of three pharmacists, a nurse, a psychologist and a health scientist, with expertise in the field of medication adherence in medical oncology and haematology. A total of 47 care activities were listed. Items were divided into three parts: activities carried out at the initiation of therapy, activities carried out during follow-up appointments, and activities which were not connected to specific time-points. For each item, HCPs were asked to indicate whether they had provided that particular care (activity) during the last six months to the majority of their patients. When the answer was positive, this activity was calculated with one point in the sum score. The minimum score is zero (when none of the listed care activities usually performed), the maximum score is 47 (when all 47 care activities are usually performed).

The listed items were categorised into eight domains: *Knowledge, Awareness, Self-efficacy, Intention Formation, Implementation, Social Support, Adverse Events Management* and *Facilitation*. Each member of the research group independently categorised the 47 care activities into one of the eight domains. The categorization of the items was discussed within the research group in two rounds until consensus was reached. Table [1](#Tab1){ref-type="table"} gives an overview of the domains, its definitions, and typically used techniques within the domain. The categorization was not made with the intention to develop a questionnaire that assesses eight domains, but was done to organize all the activities.Table 1Domains of Usual Care activities in supporting adherence to OACADomainDefinitionTypically used technique(s)KnowledgeUsual care activities focussing on the knowledge of patients about their diseases and the medicines used for treatment, excluding knowledge related to adverse events- providing information\
- increase patient understandingAwarenessUsual care activities aimed to increase the awareness of patients with respect to non-adherence to treatment and consequences of non-adherence- risk communication\
- giving feedback on patients' behaviourSelf-efficacyUsual care activities that focus on self-efficacy; a patient's belief in her/his ability in succeeding to adhere to treatment- the planning of coping responses like discussing barriers and finding ways to overcome themIntention FormationUsual care activities which focus on fostering the intention to adhere by planning how and when to take the medication- tailoring the medication scheduleImplementationUsual care activities which focus on the effective implementation of the intended use of medication- stimulating the use of cuesSocial SupportUsual care activities that provide patients with professional social support with respect to the correct use of their medication- giving social supportAdverse Events ManagementUsual care activities which focus on patients' management of adverse events- providing information about adverse events\
- facilitating coping with adverse eventsFacilitationUsual care activities which facilitate a correct use of medication and which are not categorized in one of the other domains- reducing environmental barriers

Statistics {#Sec6}
----------

Respondent descriptive data were analysed as frequencies (percentages) for categorical variables and as the median and interquartile range (IQR) for continuous data. The usual care sum scores of HCPs in the Netherlands and in Belgium were compared for all professions by means of the non-parametric Mann Whitney test for nurse practitioners and the *T*-test for all other professions (with normally distributed scores). Though the items listed Associations between respondent characteristics and care activities were assessed in univariate linear regression analyses, with the usual care sum score as the dependent variable. A multivariate linear regression was performed using all HCPs' characteristics with p \< 0.25 in the univariate analyses. A backward elimination procedure was used where at each step the predictor with highest *p*-value was dropped from the model until only significant predictors remained. For all analyses, a two-tailed significance level of 0.05 was used. *P*-values below this level were considered statistically significant. Statistical analysis was performed with SPSS 22.0 for Windows (IBM Corp, Armonk, NY, USA).

Results {#Sec7}
=======

Respondent characteristics {#Sec8}
--------------------------

A total of 208 HCP (29% male) participated, of whom 107 were affiliated to 51 of 95 (54%) hospitals in the Netherlands and 101 were affiliated to 26 of 59 (44%) hospitals in Belgium. Of the participants 31.8% was physician (15.9% medical oncologist, 15.9% haematologist), 28.8% nurse, 16.8% nurse practitioner and 22.6% pharmacist. HCP characteristics and their scores on the PAMQs, SDM-Q-doc, and BMQ are shown in Table [2](#Tab2){ref-type="table"}.Table 2Characteristics of health care providers *N* = 208AllNLBe*N* = 208*N* = 107*N* = 101Gender (%) Male29.333.624.8 Female70.766.475.2Profession (%) Medical oncologist15.910.321.8 Haematologist15.926.25.0 Nurse practitioner16.817.815.8 Nurse28.821.536.6 Pharmacist22.624.320.8Work experience (yr) Median161617 Range1--462--461--40Type of hospital (%) Academic29.622.437.4 Non-academic70.477.662.6Number of hospitals875136Specialisation (%) Haematology30.638.022.6 Oncology69.462.077.4Adherence (PAMQs) (%) Insight into adherence41.843.939.6 Patients' communication43.845.841.6 Capability to influence82.286.078.2 Knowledge of consequences78.875.782.2 Insight into causes68.369.267.3PAMQs sum score (0--5) Median3.03.03.0 IQR2.0--4.02.0--4.02.0--4.0 SDM^a^-score (0--100)82.284.480.0BMQ-Specific (mean ± sd) Necessity18.3 ± 3.017.8 ± 2.918.7 ± 3.0 Concerns13.4 ± 2.612.9 ± 2.613.9 ± 2.5 N-C differential4.9 ± 3.74.9 ± 3.84.8 ± 3.7BMQ-group (%) Accepting58.361.355.0 Ambivalent31.124.538.0 Indifferent8.311.35.0 Sceptical2.42.85.0*Abbreviations: NL* the Netherlands, *Be* Belgium, *yr* year, *PAMQs, HCP's* Perceptions of Adherence Management Questions, *IQR* interquartile range, *SDM-score* sum score of the Shared Decision Making-doc-Questionnaire, *BMQ* Beliefs about Medicines Questionnaire^a^SDM assessed only for physicians

Usual care provided in supporting adherence to OACA treatment {#Sec9}
-------------------------------------------------------------

Table [3](#Tab3){ref-type="table"} depicts for each of the 47 care activities the percentage of physicians, nurse practitioners, nurses and pharmacists who reported to perform this care activity in the last six months in the majority of their patients. The Cronbach's alpha for the domains of care activities are: *Knowledge*: 0.836*, Awareness*: 0.693*, Self-efficacy*: 0.886, *Intention Formation*: 0.754, *Implementation*: 0.548, *Social Support*: 0.519, *Adverse Events Management*: 0.909 and *Facilitation*: 0.791. In the Additional file [1](#MOESM1){ref-type="media"}: Table S1 they are presented by profession as well. The median score and interquartile range per domain are shown in Table [4](#Tab4){ref-type="table"}. The median usual care sum score (range 0--47) was 24.0, 30.0, 24.5 and 11.0 for physicians, nurse practitioners, nurses and pharmacists, respectively. The median scores as percentage of the maximum score for physicians, NPs, nurses and pharmacists, respectively, were: *Knowledge*: 86, 100, 71 and 29%; *Awareness*: 75, 75, 63 and 0%; *Self-efficacy*: 60, 80, 50 and 0%; *Intention Formation*: 67, 100, 83 and 50%; *Implementation*: 25, 50, 25 and 0%; *Social Support*: 67, 67, 67 and 0%; *Adverse Events Management*: 100, 100, 100 and 29%; *Facilitation*: 64, 73, 55 and 27%.Table 3Usual Care activities in supporting adherence to OACA *N* = 208physicianNPnursepharmacistNL 39^a^Be 27^a^NL 19^a^Be 16^a^NL 23^a^Be 37^a^NL 26^a^Be 21^a^%%%%%%%%KnowledgePoT Provide information on the diseaseS100.0100.0100.0100.082.670.323.19.5 Provide information on the expected effect(s) of the drugS100.0100.0100.075.086.459.538.519.0 Discuss the action of the drugS92.3100.0100.075.081.848.657.523.8 Hand out brochures or written information about the disease and/or medication used for treatmentS62.274.184.487.587.654.184.628.6 Discuss when the first effect of the medication can be expectedS100.0100.084.456.372.737.826.914.3 Monitor and/or discuss possible interactions with other medicines or foodsS75.796.3100.087.573.962.296.233.3 Discuss (changes in) sexualityG35.128.082.450.047.435.10.00.0Awareness Discuss the importance of treatment adherenceS84.288.582.493.885.078.464.028.6 Discuss the consequences of non-adherence (to treatment)S64.980.870.668.865.656.832.023.8 Ask the patient if he/she has missed one or more dosesF68.460.094.168.878.959.512.019.0 Discuss the use and results of the Medication Event Monitoring System (MEMS)F2.88.06.36.35.35.44.00.0Self-efficacy Encourage patients to timely plan the intake of medicines during holidays and weekendsS52.853.858.856.347.440.524.019.0 Discuss potential barriers regarding treatment adherenceS51.461.568.856.365.045.928.023.8 Discuss possible ways to overcome potential barriers regarding treatment adherenceS51.465.476.562.565.040.532.023.8 Inquire after barriers regarding treatment adherenceF55.364.082.468.857.945.920.014.3 Discuss ways to overcome potential barriers regarding treatment adherenceF51.464.076.562.557.935.120.014.3Intention Formation Discuss the scheduled duration of medication treatmentS100.0100.0100.081.377.345.946.214.3 Explain how often the medicine should be taken. If necessary, explain the treatment scheduleS84.6100.0100.093.891.389.296.252.4 Discuss the intake of the medicines relative to that of meals and whyS60.088.9100.093.891.386.592.347.6 Discuss what to do if there is vomiting shortly after ingestion of the medicineS41.785.288.993.881.873.038.528.6 Explain what to do if a dose is missedS51.476.994.1100.094.764.948.038.1 Development of an individual written medication scheduleS17.142.375.087.552.648.632.023.8Implementation Identify daily routines and encourage patients to align the taking of medicines with their routinesS45.969.2100.081.390.062.228.019.0 Encourage patients to use a seven day pillboxS13.523.150.050.021.143.216.019.0 Encourage patients to use the Medication Event Monitoring System (MEMS)S0.011.512.56.30.05.44.04.8 Encourage patients to use alarm devices for properly timing their medication intakeS5.619.258.837.521.129.712.514.3Social Support Involve partner and/or relatives in the treatmentS86.884.687.587.585.081.132.023.8 Encourage patients to organize social supportG55.640.058.850.060.048.64.00.0 Refer a patient to a patients' associationG73.724.076.543.847.421.64.00.0Adverse Events Management Discuss the common adverse events of the drugS94.9100.0100.087.587.083.861.528.6 Discuss options to mitigate the impact of adverse events (at start of treatment)S70.396.397.193.885.083.848.933.3 Discuss the possibility of dose adjustment if adverse events occurS86.896.377.868.877.362.226.928.6 Inquire after (perceived) adverse events of treatmentF100.0100.0100.0100.089.583.872.023.8 Inquire after the severity of the adverse eventsF100.0100.0100.093.889.586.556.023.8 Discuss options to mitigate the impact of adverse events (during treatment)F89.596.0100.087.594.773.052.028.6 Give the patient a telephone number and tell who to contact in the case of adverse eventsG82.988.0100.093.894.773.024.019.0Facilitation Explain how and where the product is availableS81.685.294.487.590.559.576.942.9 Discuss drug storage recommendationsS16.755.664.781.370.062.288.581.0 Give feedback about treatment efficacyF100.0100.082.456.373.735.116.09.5 Inquire after positive effects of treatmentF100.092.076.586.389.559.528.019.0 Ensure the timely transfer of medication information to other health care providersG86.572.062.556.360.029.7100.023.8 Call the patient after the start of treatment to ask about experiencesG11.84.064.737.568.418.98.00.0 Give the patient a telephone number and tell who to contact in case of problems with treatment adherenceG69.464.082.493.878.954.128.019.0 Inform the patient about 24 hour availability of assistanceG91.776.0100.062.590.064.928.023.8 Intensify the number of follow-up visits if patients have problems with treatment adherenceG45.928.058.843.842.118.98.09.5 Refer patients to another health care provider for (co-) treatment (e.g., in the case of adverse events)G57.964.070.656.347.440.540.014.3 Refer to another health care provider in case of (suspected) psychosocial problemsG75.780.088.275.078.975.70.014.3*Abbreviations: OACA* oral anticancer agents, *NL* the Netherlands, *Be* Belgium, *PoT* point of time of the activity, *S* at start of treatment, *F* during follow-up visits, *G* general activity which is not attached to a time-point, *NP* nurse practitioner^a^missings excluded from analyses Table 4Usual Care in supporting adherence to OACA: median scores per domainAwarenessSelf-efficacyIntention FormationImplemen- tationSocial SupportAdverse Events ManagementFacilitationUC sum scoreRange:0--70--40--50--60--40--30--70--110--47Physicians Median6.03.03.04.01.02.07.07.024.0 IQR5--62--31--53--50--11.5--26--76--819.3--28.8 % median score86%75%60%67%25%67%100%64%51%NPs Median7.03.04.06.02.02.07.08.030.0 IQR6--72--31.3--56--61--32--36--77--1025.5--34.0 % median score100%75%80%100%50%67%100%73%64%Nurses Median5.02.52.55.01.02.07.06.024.5 IQR3--61--30--53--61--21--35.3--74--915.8--31.0 % median score71%63%50%83%25%67%100%55%52%Pharmacists Median2.0003.0002.03.011.0 IQR0--3.30--20--21--40--10--10--61--63.5--17.0 % median score29%0%0%50%0%0%29%27%23%*Abbreviations: UC* usual care, *IQR* interquartile range, *NPs* nurse practitioners

Belgium versus the Netherlands {#Sec10}
------------------------------

Table [5](#Tab5){ref-type="table"} shows the mean usual care sum scores of the different professions for the Netherlands and Belgium separately. Belgian physicians had a higher UC sum score compared to their Dutch colleagues (31.0 vs. 22.7) (*p* = 0.043). Dutch nurses and pharmacists had a higher UC sum score than their Belgian colleagues (35.0 vs. 28.0 and 18.5 vs. 3.0, respectively *p* \< 0.001 and *p* =0.026).Table 5Usual Care in the Netherlands versus BelgiumNLBeNL vs. BeNUC-sumNUC-sum*p*Physician2722.72531.00.043\*NP1338.01636.50.263Nurse1735.03728.0\<0.001\*Pharmacist2418.5213.00.026\**Abbreviations: vs* versus, *NL* the Netherlands, *Be* Belgium, *UC-sum* mean sum score of usual care activities (0-47); *NP* nurse practitioner\*significant (*p* \< 0.05)

Associations with usual care provided in supporting adherence to treatment with OACA {#Sec11}
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Univariate and multivariate associations with the usual care sum score are presented in Table [6](#Tab6){ref-type="table"}. Compared with physicians, the usual care sum score of nurse practitioners was higher (beta 4.2; 95%CI \[0.4, 8.0\], *p* = 0.031) and the usual care sum score of pharmacists was lower (beta -12.7; 95%CI \[-16.0, -9.3\], *p* \< 0.001). Perceptions of adherence management were related to the care provided. A more positive score on the perceptions questions (higher PAMQs sum score) was significantly related to a higher usual care sum score (beta 3.2; 95%CI \[2.3, 4.2\], *p* \< 0.001). Higher scores on the PAMQ *Insight into adherence*, *Patients' communication*, *Capability to influence* and *Insight into causes* were significantly related with a higher usual care sum score (*p* \< 0.02). In the multivariate linear regression analyses the following HCPs' characteristics were significantly associated with the usual care sum score: Profession (*p* \< 0.001), Country (the Netherlands as reference) (beta -3.5; 95%CI\[-5.8, - 1.2\], *p =* 0.003), gender (male as reference) (beta 2.8; 95%CI \[0.1--5.4\], *p* = 0.042) and PAMQs sum score (beta 2.3; 95%CI \[1.4, 3.1\], *p* \< 0.001). The beliefs about OACA and the physicians' perceptions about SDM were not associated with the usual care sum score.Table 6Associations with Usual Care sum score *N* = 180univariabelmultivariabelbeta95% CI*p*-valuebeta95% CI*p*-valueGender (male)1.97\[--1.35, 5.28\]0.2442.75\[0.096, 5.40\]0.042Profession\<0.001\*\<0.001\*Physician as reference: Nurse Practitioner4.19\[0.38, 8.01\]0.031\*3,2\[--0.43, 6.83\]0.084 Nurse--1.60\[--4.80, 1.59\]0.324--0,54\[--3,64, 2.55\]0.729 Pharmacist--12.69\[--16.04,--9.34\]\<0.001\*--10,9\[--14.2,--7.72\]\< 0.001Work experience (yr)--0.03\[--0.17, 0.11\]0.673Type of hospital (academic)--3.20\[--6.45, 0.06\]0.054Specialisation (oncology)--2.36\[--5.80, 1.09\]0.178Country (the Netherlands)--2.51\[5.50, 0.48\]0.100--3,51\[--5.81,--1.21\]0.003\*Adherence (PAMQs) Insight in adherence6.80\[3.93, 9.68\]\<0.001\* Patients' communication9.32\[6.62, 12.01\]\<0.001\* Capability to influence5.78\[2.08, 9.47\]0.002\* Knowledge of consequences3.60\[--0.04, 7.24\]0.053 Insight in causes3.70\[0.59, 6.81\]0.020\* PAMQs sum score3.23\[2.26, 4.19\]\<0.001\*2,26\[1.41, 3.11\]\<0.001\*SDM score^a^--0.00\[--0.09, 0.09\]0.973BMQ-Specific Necessity--0.15\[--0.65, 0.36\]0.565 Concerns--0.074\[--6.94, 0.55\]0.814 N-C differential--0.07\[--0.48, 0.35\]0.753BMQ-group0.972Accepting as reference: Ambivalent--3.34\[--3.72, 3.05\]0.844 Indifferent0.32\[--5.45, 6.08\]0.866 Sceptical--2.22\[--12.55, 8.11\]0.680*Abbreviations*: *OR* odds ration; 95%CI, 95% confidence interval, *yr* year, *PAMQs* Perceptions of Adherence, Management Questions, *SDM-score* sum score of the Shared Decision Making-doc-Questionnaire, *BMQ* Beliefs about Medicines Questionnaire, *N-C* Necessity-Concerns^a^SDM only assessed for physicians\* = significant

Discussion {#Sec12}
==========

The present study shows that HCPs considered themselves to actively support their patients in adhering to treatment with OACA by using a wide range of activities. The 47 listed care activities were all, to a greater or lesser extent, performed in clinical practice in the Netherlands and Belgium. However, in certain areas activities were carried out only to a limited extent.

The domain *Knowledge* consists of care activities that are mainly performed at the start of treatment. Providing information is required since patients need to understand the usefulness of a particular drug in order to consent to treatment. Patient education is often used in interventions to enhance medication adherence \[[@CR22], [@CR23]\]. However, to achieve awareness of the importance of adhering to OACA treatment the impact of non-adherence should be made clear. Most HCPs reported to discuss both the importance of adherence and the consequences of non-adherence. This is in line with their scores on the PAMQs where the majority of HCPs stated to have adequate knowledge about the consequences of non-adherence \[[@CR14]\]. Care to maintain awareness, as reflected by the item 'ask if a dose is missed', is provided less frequently, particularly in Belgium. A study on nursing practices for patients on OACA treatment in Japan also found that nurses were less likely to ask patients with refills adherence-related questions \[[@CR24]\]. Only a minority of HCPs performed usual care activities within the domain *Self-efficacy*. It is known that self-efficacy is an important factor influencing medication adherence and adequate self-management. It is addressed in theoretical behavioural frameworks \[[@CR25]\] as well as in medication adherence oncology research \[[@CR26], [@CR27]\]. To raise self-efficacy (expected) barriers to optimal adherence must be identified and strategies to overcome these obstacles should be discussed. This requires HCPs to directly focus on medication adherence. Clear instructions are needed to finish the *Intention Formation*. Instructing patients about the regular intake is reported by almost all HCPs, but information to handle specific situations, for example what to do in case of a missed dose or in case of vomiting shortly after ingestion, is provided less frequently. This item clearly needs more attention. Activities classified in the domain *Implementation* also received relatively poor attention. Care activities within this domain focus on cues that are relevant to prevent unintentional non-adherence. Since adherence decreases by treatment duration \[[@CR10], [@CR28]\], care activities aimed at the continuation of a correct use are particularly relevant in long term treatment. In view of the current progress in selecting patients that will respond on OACA treatment, the number of patients on long-term OACA treatment is likely to increase considerably. Thus, there is a growing necessity to support on-going optimal use of OACA. Patients with support from their social environment are generally more adherent than those with insufficient support \[[@CR29], [@CR30]\]. Any opportunity to strengthen social support should not be missed. Adverse events generally have the full attention of HCPs. Most physicians, nurse practitioners and nurses performed all care activities within this domain. This finding is not surprising, as in oncology (serious) adverse events frequently occur. Adverse events may substantially impinge on the quality of life \[[@CR29]\] and are related to non-adherence and early discontinuation of OACA use \[[@CR10], [@CR27], [@CR30]\]. All physicians reported to inquire after experienced adverse events and their severity. In the case of more severe adverse events physicians must adjust OACA dosing regimens in an individual manner. For some OACA this can be accomplished without compromising efficacy \[[@CR31], [@CR32]\]. Obtaining information on the occurrence of adverse events and how they were experienced, as well as attempts to alleviate their symptoms are therefore common activities in oncology care. It is well known that unpleasant experiences regarding adverse events are associated with a lower level of medication adherence and higher levels of treatment discontinuation \[[@CR4], [@CR10]\]. The last domain, *Facilitation*, includes a variety of care activities. With respect to certain items there are striking differences between Belgian and Dutch HCPs. All Dutch pharmacists reported to ensure the timely transfer of medication information to other HCPs, whereas this is usual care for only a quarter of their Belgian colleagues. This suggests that there is a difference in the national organisation of information exchange between HCPs. It is interesting to note that in both countries the majority of HCPs usually does not intensify follow-up visits in the case that patients have problems with medication adherence.

Not all care activities can be and should be provided to all patients. Care should be tailored to the each patients' situation and needs. On the other hand, all care domains appear to be relevant in maintaining medication adherence. We therefore recommend to cover all domains. Our list with care activities classified in domains can be used as a starting point to reflect on the level of care in one's own clinical practice. Furthermore, in intervention studies researchers should be aware of the need to accurately describe both the standard or usual care. In clinical trials too often the control arm has been poorly defined \[[@CR33], [@CR34]\], resulting in uncertainty about the effects of the intervention studied \[[@CR15], [@CR33]\]. The differences in usual care activities between both studied countries reinforce this need.

The care provided usually to support medication adherence reported in this study differed among professions and country. Whereas in Belgium physicians performed more care activities to support adherence to OACA treatment, in the Netherlands a higher percentage of nurses and pharmacists reported to perform these activities. In line with their specialization, training in education, focus on self-management support and time spent on patient-contact, both in Belgium and in the Netherlands nurse practitioners performed the widest range of care activities. The impact of nurse practitioners on the quality of care in oncology has been shown previously \[[@CR34], [@CR35]\]. On the other hand, there was a large difference in care provided by pharmacists in both countries, with Dutch pharmacists performing considerably more activities than their Belgian colleagues. An explanation might be that in Belgium OACA are dispensed by hospital pharmacists, whereas in the Netherlands OACA are dispensed by specialized pharmacies in the outpatient clinics which resemble community pharmacies and are staffed by pharmacists who are trained in patient contact. In addition, Dutch pharmacists generally have access to a patients' list of (co-)medication due to integrated electronic data services. Nevertheless, in both countries pharmacists only play a limited role in supporting adherence to OACA as compared to other HCPs. Since they are medicine experts and are well experienced in supporting medication adherence in patients with chronic diseases, greater involvement of pharmacists in the multidisciplinary teams may improve adherence care in (haemato-)oncology \[[@CR36]\].

Successful care with regard to medication adherence, should not be dependent on individual HCPs but supported by a proper organization of care. Recent studies in other countries on current practices to support patients treated with OACA have revealed considerable variation in the extent and quality of the care provided \[[@CR24], [@CR37], [@CR38]\]. A large survey among nurses in the US showed that in about half of practices policies and procedures to support patients were lacking and that interdisciplinary communication was inadequate \[[@CR37]\]. A study among Spanish oncology pharmacists also demonstrated that adherence practices for oral OACA treatment were only implemented in about half of hospitals \[[@CR38]\]. A nurse-based survey in Japan indicated that adherence-related practices varied and were associated with nurse's background, type of treatment and healthcare system-related factors \[[@CR24]\]. In line with the results of the present study, medication adherence management in patients treated with OACA as part of the care that is usually provided clearly shows opportunities for improvement.

For all HCPs participating in the present study, there was a strong relationship between the perceptions of medication adherence management and the number of care activities performed. Although the majority of HCPs stated to have adequate knowledge of medication adherence management \[[@CR14]\], the association suggests that promoting HCPs' awareness and increasing their knowledge about adherence management will improve the usual care that is provided to support patients in adhering to OACA treatment.

There are strengths and limitations to discuss. The present study provides an extensive survey of care activities performed by a variety of HCPs including physicians, nurse practitioners, nurses and pharmacists aimed to support adherence to OACA treatment. The list of 47 items was literature based and completed with input from medical oncologists, haematologists, nurse practitioners, nurses, pharmacists and researchers experienced in performing care activities related to promoting adherence to OACA treatment from two countries. A limitation to address is that these care activities were reported for patients using OACA for all types of cancer. Patients using long-term medication need to be supported in a different manner than patients with shorter life expectancies. Another limitation is that the response rate could not be calculated. Information on the number of HCPs reached with the postings and the number of the reached HCPs involved in the care for patients using OACA was not available. However, the respondents were employed in no less than 87 hospitals in the Netherlands and Belgium. Another limitation is the potential selection bias as the result of the methods applied. The questionnaire might have been filled out mainly by HCPs with awareness of the importance of medication adherence and/or those actively involved in the management of medication adherence. Furthermore, answers may be overstated by the tendency to give socially desirable answers. It is therefore not unlikely that in daily practice the medication adherence care activities are less extensively performed than reported. Finally, it would also be interesting to study these care activities from the patients' perspective.

Conclusions {#Sec13}
===========

Although HCPs reported to perform a wide range of care activities, certain domains related to the management of medication adherence in patients treated with OACA were given less attention. Activities related to patient knowledge and adverse event management were reported most frequently but activities aimed to support self-efficacy and maintain adherence during ongoing use were frequently missed. HCPs should improve care by addressing adherence directly e.g., by questioning patients' (expected) barriers and discussing strategies to overcome them, by asking after missed doses and offering (electronic) reminders to support long-term medication adherence. Enhancing HCP's perceptions of management of adherence is likely to have a positive effect on the quality of the care they provide to their patients. A multidisciplinary approach is recommended in which the role of the pharmacist could be expanded.
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Additional file 1: Table S1.Internal validity of non-validated questionnaires. This table describes the internal validity (Cronbach's alpha) of the 8 Usual Care Domains (Knowledge, Awareness, Social Influence, Self-efficacy, Intention Formation, Implementation, Adverse Events Management, Facilitation), the Usual care sum score, the PAMQs sum score, the SDM score and the BMQ Necessity and BMQ Concerns subscales for all professions (physicians, nurse practitioners, nurses and pharmacists) as well as for all healthcare providers together. (DOCX 18 kb)
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:   Belgian hematology society
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:   Beliefs about medicines questionnaire

BSMO

:   Belgian society of medical oncology

CI

:   Confidence interval

CML

:   Chronic myeloid leukemia

HCP

:   Healthcare provider

IQR

:   Interquartile range

NP

:   Nurse practitioner

NVALT

:   Nederlandse Vereniging van Artsen voor Longziekten en Tuberculose

NVMO

:   Nederlandse Vereniging voor Medische Oncologie

NVPF

:   Nederlandse Vereniging voor Poliklinisch Farmacie

OACA

:   Oral anticancer agents

PAMQ

:   Perceptions of adherence management questionnaire

Q

:   Questionnaire

SDM

:   Shared decision making

UC

:   Usual care

V&VN

:   Verpleegkundigen & Verzorgenden Nederland

VVRO

:   Vereniging voor Verpleegkundigen Radiotherapie en Oncologie

VZA

:   Vlaamse Vereniging van Ziekenhuisapothekers
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:   World Health Organisation
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